
ED 283 912

AUTHOR
TITLE

DOCUMENT RESUME

UD 025 598

Haynes,Norris M.; And Others
School Development Program Irim,act Study, Benton
Harbor 1985-1986.

INSTITUTION Yale Univ., New Haven, Conn. *4=hild Study Center.
PUB DATE Jan 87
NOTE 18p.; For related documents, !see UD 025 596-599.
PUB TYPE Reports- Evaluative/Feasibil ity (142)

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

Mr01/PC01 Plus Postage.
*Academic Achievement; Attendaance; Change Strategies;
Educational Environment; *Eduvicational Improvement;
Elementary Education; Evaluat_ion Methods; *Parent
Participation; Program Effect _Aveneas; School
Effectivenoss; School Surveys ; *Self Concept; Student
Behavior

IDENTIFIERS *Michigim (Benton Harbor)

ABSTRACT
This report summarizes the reults of research

conducted in the Bentonflarbor Area SchoolS (MKichigan) during 1985
and 1986, to measure thesustained impact of 7.1the School Development
Program (SDP), which ainmd to increase school effectiveness. The
study sample included atotal of 313 students in kindergarten through
grade five who attended14 elementary schools_. including 7 SDP
schools, 4 non-program schools, and 3 special schools with specially
designed extrarurricularact5,viti&s. All scheearils were located in low
socioeconomic status areas, but the students amattending SDP schools
were lower achieving amitrzi more behavior prumpblems. Seven
questionnaires were usmifor the evaluation; Sithey were answered by
teachers, students, andperents. The followinsg results were found:
(1) classroom climate improved in SDP schools= (2) student
self-concept improved; (3) classroom behavior and group participation
improved; (4) parents' Nirception of school cMiraate improved; (5)
children showed no change in assessments of tHmeir own behaviors,
while children in the control sample showed a significant negative
change in their assessmmts; and (6) the per c=ent of days absent
decreased. An appendix showing questionnaire =results is included.
(PS)

** * ***** ********************* fid*********
Reproductions supplied by EDRS_are the bmst that can be made

frmn the original docuelmnt.****************************************I=**** * * *



No -i

School Development Program

Impact Study

Benton Harbor 1985-1986

Haynes, 'James P. Comer,

James M. Boger, Edward Joyner

Muriel -amilton-Lee

tI.E. DEPARTMENT OF EDUOSTION
Ofbce of Educational Research end Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCE$ INFORMATION
CENTER !ERIC!

(PM* document has been reproduced as
ift0ived from the pigeon Of orgenizetiOn
otiolnatino it

0 Minor changes have been mode to iniotove
reproduction citleIft

Pointe of view or opinionlistaIed In this dodo.
man! do riot noceswity represent official g

OERI position or policy.

Yale University

Child Study Center

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

2

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL
RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."



1

IMPACT_STODY REPORT

BENTON HARBOR

1985-1986

Introduction

This report summarizes the reSUltS of research conducted in the Benton

Harbor Area Schools during 1985 and 1986, to :WA:re the sustained impact of

the School Development Program.

§AMPle

The study sample included a total of 313 Students in grades K-5 who

attended 14 elementary schools. Of the total sample 173 attended 7 School

Development Program (SDP) Or experimental schools, 91 attended 4 comparable

'non-program or Control schools and 39 attended 3 special schools. All schools

were located In low soci0000nomic status areas. However, the experimental

schools wo-o generally lower achieving schools with more behavior and

attendance problems than other schools. The special schools were schools in

which specally=desIgned curricular activities occurred. The three special

schools included a creative arts academy, a gifted and talented program and a

Montessouri program.

The teachers and parents of the 313 randomly selected students were alt1,0

part of the study sample..

ts

A total of seven questionnaires were used in the udy. These included

student, teacher and parent questionnaires. They were as follows:

Student Measures: (Oradea 3-5)

Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale: a measure of the child's self-concept

along 6 dimensions. The dimensions are Behavior; (2) Intellectual and
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School Stettin*. 3) Physical Appearance and Attributes; (4 ) Anxiety; (5)

Popularity; (6) HappinesS and Satisfaction.

b. ClassroOm Environment Seale: a measure of the childts perception of

the classroom climate Along 9.dimensions. dimensions are 1) Involvement;

(2) Affiliation; (3) Task Orientation; (4) Competition; (5) Rule Clarity; (6)

innovation; (7) Teacher Control; (8) Order and Organization; (9) Teacher

Support.

0. Behavior Description Questionniare: a measure of the d s

perception of his/her general conduct.

Teacher Measures:

a. School Survey: a measure of teachers' perceptions of their schools'

climate.

b. Teacher Questionnaire: a measure of teachers' assessments of

childrenws non-academic classroom performance along 4 dimensions. The

dimensions are ) Classroom behavior; (2) Group Participation; (3 ) Attitude

two rd authority; 4) General conduct.

Parent Measures:

a. Parent Survey: a measure of pare assessments of their chi 's

schools, climate.

b. Behavior Description Questionniare: a measure of parents' assessments

of their children's behavior.

In addition to the above me ures archival data were collected from student

records or provided through the evaluation office, on student achievement and

attendance.

Design

Pret et data on the above measures were collected in the fall of 1985.



Posttest data on the same measures for the same samc4 ;'nf-a co_ t t the

end of the schOol year in the spring of 1986, aftevvie fu1l ycar oe SDP

operation ill the experimental schools.

The control schools had no special program or aaiit caoe. The

special schools, as Indicated, had creative arts, gfte rv. tfalented and

Monteseouri programs

Generally the schools selected for participation in the SDP were the lowest

achieving schools With the worst behavior and attendan e problems.

Written prior consent was obtained from the parents or guardians of all

children who participated in the study. Proper procedures wre instituted to

protect the.confidentiality of participants. Teachers and parents were also

required to Provide written assent prior to their participation In the study.

Proc-Aire

The intervention involved was the implementation of the SDP in the 7

experimental schools. A detailed description of this intervention is provided

elsewhere (Comer et al 1986).

Analysis

The analysis consi of T-test procedures to examine whether or not

ignificant changes occurred between pre and p_ ttests on the dependent

measures for the three groups of participants ( _perimental control,

special). The level of significance for rejecting the null hypothesis was set

t .05.

Results

The results are discussed according _-cf the respective me _u e_.

Climate

Significant changes on classroom climate dimensions in a positive direction



Were timmod for experimental (SDP) schools. The program schools shared

igflitici-t improvement on students' involvement students' sense of

aTiI atMLon, classroom innovation,

Neatem2lEficant negative change was

er and organization and teacher support.

noted on competition. Classrooms in

prgram amsohools appeared to become less cOMpetitive.

Contr=sol (Non-SDP) schools showed a signtficamt improvement in task

orlAtatilbon as well as a significant increase in competition, unlike program

sehocati. Special schools showed no significant changes on any of the classroom

dilate MI:mansions.

OVeram-11, experimental (SDP) sohools showed a significant improvement in

classroom climate while the changes in control (non-SDP) and special schools

aranot ignificant.

alaqttit
The eperimental sample showed significant improvements on three of the six

seaf-eons-Aept dimensions: behavior, school and intellectual status and

happiness and satisfaction. The control sample showed a significant decline on

behes==Lor self-concept dimension and nc significant changes on the other

ditenelos=a. The special sample showed a significant increase on tho popularity

alf-concompt dimension and no significant changes on the other five dimen ions.

Over4=Ll the experimental sample showed significant improvement on

If-concomapt whil_ the control and the special sample showed no signif

dame,

:e.Teaoherstionnair

The emorperimental sample showed significant improvement on the classroom

behavior. Pand group participation dimensions. A negative but insignificant

dange WEE3 noted on attitude 1;oward authority. The control sample showed a

6
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signtcant negatiVe Change on group participation and general behavior.

Special sstple showed no significant changes on any of the teacher

queetionnaire dimensions.

Overall, the experimental sample showed a _ignificantly positive change on

the teacher questionnaire scale while the control and special sanples showed no

--ificant change.

PercePtion_of Sehool Climate

Parents in the experiMental sample reported a significantly improved

assestment of their children's school climate as did parents in the special

sample. BoweVer, parents in the control sample reported a significantly

negative change in their assessments of their children's sehool climate.

Teachers in the experimental and control samples did not show any

significant change in their assessments of their schools' climate, whereas

teachers in the special sanple showed a signifIcant positive Change In their

assessments of their school's climate.

Children's Behavior

Children in the experimental and special samples showed no significant

change in their assessments of their own behaviors whereas children in the

control sample showed a significant negative.change in their assessments of

their OWn behaviors.

Parents In the experimental sample showed a significant posi ive change in

their assessments of their children's behavior wheras parents in the control

sample showed a _ignifioant negative change in the assessment of their

children's behavior.

Attendance

Children in the experimental sample showed a significant decrease in the
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per cent of dam_ys absent while children in the contro

shormiTed no signmlficant change.

Aahl_evement

Children imla the experimental sample showed a aignifioant improvewent in

clamsroos read._1.ng grades and no significant change is (Anteroom lath fix=rades.

Chil-dren in th.e control and special samples showed no signifioant cpeneri.ges in

clamsroom readTrig or math grades.

On the Calfornia Achievement Test ohildren in the eperimentaa mod special

sam les showed significant gains in grade equivalent unite in Readifig

Lanwmage, Math and the total battery. Children in the control Steeple =showed

sigrLi.fioant galims in grade equivalent units in Math and the total battemery, but

not An Reading and Languag

Disonrassion

Generally, children who were selected from se .jls when the tseat2

Deveaopment Pr=)gram was being implemented showed bigniticant improvereet=lt in

selfconoept, lassroom behavior, attitudes, attendance and schievessotz1B in

assnrooe readM_ng grades. In addition, significant improvements were t=oted on

obileren's assasments of their classrooms and parents' assessments of the

climmte in the x* children's schools. The control and special samples amhowed

consff_derably 1 ss positive changes in these areas and in some instasconess4 the

contr-ol sample showed significant negative change in desirable areas Wunsch as

behaior, selfconcept,group participation or parents' perceptions of t-z-heir

chilaren's echcowel climate.

rinse resul_ts eloquently attest to the positive impact of the Sorloct.ml

DevelLopsent Prowgram on school climate, as well as on student behavior,

attiudes and ar=chlevement.



YTho'hasatto pr ise of the SDP is that positive changes in school climate

Met (NASD elrirst and then po-itive changes in student behaviOr and achievement

The -esults,of the 3 udy appear t support this premise given the

highly osiaaltficant positive changes in climate and student behavior as well as

tbnitrovenanents in achievement.

The Isok= of significant chaos_ in the perceptions of their school climate

tesobessIrs in the eXperimental sample cannot be easily explained,

eopoUlly 1::2 view of the _ignificant p6-sitive changes noted ..3e teachers In the

epodail sobc-oolS. It may be that teachers' expectations for climate change were

quitehigh &wad were not met within the study period. However- it is important

tbata eigni:IXicant positive change In their perceptions of school Climate

ocourrad sanoang parents the eXporimental sample while no such significant

chums noqux=rred among parents in the control and special samples. This

olegrly:incliodoates that the-involvement of parents in the process of school

Inprovernept mot the SPHT level and at the actual implementation level has begun

tohge peeilMtive influence on home-school relations and a beneficial Impact on

Bohol cliksItte.

PabtloWesarly.striking were the achievement gains realized among childr

allalree Stcsoups but particularly among the experimental sample. Children in

theaperleietsmtal sample were the lowest achieving but showed the most

significant $ggains in all areas.

students in the control sample failed to improv_ significantly in Heading

andLuagusee... These data provided further support for the effectiveness of the

Saha DevelA=pment Program, not only in enhacing school climate but in also

improviva acmademio achievement among students.
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APPENDIX B

TABLES 1-3



Table 1
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on Dependent easures for School Development Program
Antal ,

1985 1986

nvolve-- .89 1.5
Affiliation 1.1 . 1.4
.Task0riarltat- 1.2 1.2

,- COnp0440s..- 1.1 ,94
licile'ZlaritY 1.5 1,5
Innovation .40 1.3

.,Teachet Control 1.2 1.3
Order,,and.:.

Organization .40 1.3
Teaoher Stappory .110 1.3
Total.. .91 1,3

Belf-Cono_
Behavior 8.0
8ohoOl. 7.8
Physical 5.9
Anxiety 3.9
Popularity , 2.6
Happiness 'and
Satisfaction 4.0

Total 5.0

8.9
9.2
6.3
4.3
3.

4,6
6,1

Teachare
Classroom

Behorior 50 53.7
Group
Partioipatka 19.6 24.5

Attitude'to
Authority 24.5 23.8

General Behalf 28.2 29.0
Total, 31.0 32.8

Parente
of School ClInee 1.2

Sahool.Clinete 2.0

1
.66 .63

1.0

Change

.61

.0
- .17

0

,09
,07
.06
.06
.10

si
6.8
4.3
0
2.8
0

.000*
.000*

1.00
.000*

1.00
.9 .11 8.2 .000*
.1 .07 1.4 .07

1.1 .09 10.0 .000*
.9 .09 10.0 .000*
-39 .09 4.3 .000*

.9 .37 2.4 .0150
1.4 .41 3.11 .001*
.4 .35 1.1 .175
.4 .30 1.3 .179
.6 .31 1.9 .077

.6 .31 2.0 .053*
1.1 .31 3.5 ..000*

3.7 .90 4.1 .000*

4.9 .93 5.3 .0001

.7 .98 .71 .510

.8 1.4 .57 .56
1.8 1.0 2.0 .053*

.09 6.8 .000*

.1 .10 1.011 .299

dff. .03 1.2 .234

.32 .05 6.9 .0000



Table 1
Mean Changes on Dependent Measures for School Development Program
Sample - EXperimental

1985 1986 x
Ch-

Percent Days Absent 33.2 29.0 4.2 2.1 2.0 .047*

Achievement
Classroom Reading

Grade 1.8 2.0 .2 .06 3.3 .010*

Classroom Math Grade 1.6 1.6 0 .57 0 1.00

Reading Grade
Equivalent 2.0 2.5 .5 .05 10 .000*

Math Grade Equivalent 2.3 3.1 .8 .06 13.3 .000*

Language Grade
Equivalent 2.3 2.8 .5 .06 6.3 .000*

Total Battery 2.1 2.8 .05 111.0 .000*

Note N=176 df=175
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Table 2
Mean Changes on Dependent Measures for Non-School Development Program
Sample - Coantrols

1985
k

Clima
Involvement .96
Affiliation 2.0
Task Orientation 1.5
Competition 1.1
Rule Clarity 1.9
Innovation 1.5
Teacher Control 1.6
Order and
Organization .52

Teacher Support .55
Total 1.3

Self-Concept
Behavior 8.7
School 8.1
Physical 6.3
Anxiety 5.8
Popularity 4.9
Happiness and
Satisfaction 4.2

Total 6.3

Teacher Questionnaire
Classroom Behavior 50.0
Group Participation 22.7
Attitude Toward
Authority 23.8
General Behavior 32.3
Total 32.0

Parents' Force tion
of School Climate 1.9

Teachers'_Perceptions
of School Climate 2.1

.96

Parents' Assessments
of Childrene Behavior 1.1

Percent Days_ Absent 30.5

1986

5r

.86
2.0
1.9
1.3
2.0

9tieso

-- .10
0

.4

0.2
.1

1.5 0
1.7 .1

.44 - .08

.52 - .03
1.4 .1

7.7 -.97
8.9 .8

6.0 --.3
6.2 .4

5.2 .3

3.6 - .6
6.3 0

51.9 1.9
19.5 -3.2

26.7 2.9
26.3 -5.0
31.1 - .9

1.1 .8

2.4

.84 -.12

.58 .52

33.2 2.7

s- Si

.08 1.3 .23

.12 0 1.00

.11 3.6 .001*

.11 1.8 .05*

.10 1.0 .29

.14 0 1.00

.11 .91 .16

.09 .89 .42

.04 .75 .57

.10 1.0 .29

.42 2.3 .021

.48 1.7 .09

.48 .63 .55

.48 .65 .46

.44 .68 .37

.51 1.2 .23

.47 0 1.00

3.5 56 .54
1.6 2.0 .04*

1.7 1.7 .09
2.3 2.2 .03*
2.3 .39 .40

.14 5.9 .000*

.17 1.5 .14

.04 2.9 .005*

.08 5.9 .000

4.2 .66 .511



Table 2
Mean Changes on Dependent Measures for Non-School Development Program
Sample - Control

1985
S

1986
3Z

I-
Change sr

Achievement
Classroom Reading Grade 1.9 1.9 0 .58 0 1.00
Classroom Math Grade 1.6 1.7 .1 .73 16 .726
Reading Grade Equivalent 2.5 4.1 1.6 .89 1.8 .065
Math Grade Equivalent 3.8 4.5 .7 .26 2.7 .010*
Language Grade Equivalent 3.3 4.0 .7 .39 1.7 .098
Total Battery 2.9 3.6 .7 .17 4.1 .000*

Note N=91 df=90
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Table 3
Mean Changes on Dependent Measures for Nonsohool Development ProgramSample - Special

ma
Involvement
Affiliation
Task Orientation
Cooperation
Rule Clarity
Innovation
Teacher Control
Order and Organization
Teaoher Support
Total

1985 1986

1.4
2.0
1.9
1.2
2.0
2.0
1.6
.62
.64

1.5

Self-Concept
Behavior 9.2
School 8.9
Physical 6.9
Anxiety 6.5
Popularity 4.3
Happiness & Satisfac ion 5.3
Total 7.1

Teacher Queztonnaire
Classroom Behavior 56.5
Group Participation 22.2
Attitude to Authority 28.6
General Behavior 36.8
Total 40.8

2.3
Parentsf_Perception of
School Climate

Teachers! Percep ion of
School Climate

Children's Behavior
Sal -Assessmen

Parents' Assessmen_s of
Children Behavior

Percent Day_S Absent

2.3

1.0

23

si Si

1.4
2.0
1.9
1.5
2.0
2.0
1.8
.59
.67

1.5

0
0
0

.3
0
0
.2

- .03
.03

0

.16

.16

.20

.17

.17

.21

.12

.14

.05

.15

0
0
0
1.7
0
0
1.3
.18
.57

0

1.000
1.00
1.00
.102

1.00
1.00
.21

.865
.57

1.00

. 9.4 .2 .68 .30 .776
9.3 .4 .78 .43 .672
6.1 .8 .72 .1.24 .223
6.2 -- .3 .65 .48 .64
5.9 1.6 .75 2.1 .041*
5.4 .1 .74 .14 .891
6.8 .3 .62 .48 .64

63.1 6.6 4.7 1.4 .168
25.0 2.8 1.7 1.6 .111
30.2 1.6 2.6 .62 549
40.5 3.7 3.1 1.2 .232
39.7 -- 1.1 3.0 .36 .71

2.0 - .15 1 9 .053*

2.9 .57 .18 3.2 .002'

1.0 0 .08 0 1.00

1.1 -.2 .08 2.0 .06

20 .54 .59



15

Table 3 Cont nued)

Ch-

Achievement
Classroom Reading Grade 2.7 2.7 0 .74 0.0 1.00Classroom Math Grade 2.3 2.3 0 .13 0.0 1.00Reading Grade Equivalent 3.5 4.3 .8 .16 5.0 .000*Math Grade Equivalent 3.4 4.3 .9 .15 6.0 .000°Language Grade Equivalent 4.3 5.1 .8 .27 3.0 .004*Total Batt ry 3.6 4.3 .7 .19 5.0 .000'

Note: N=39 dr=i_
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